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111© fpregping ameiidmenls and these remarks are in response to the OJfice Action datsd 
Jijne 21, 201 0, Applicant reqiie^ a tk«s month e^^ and aiUhodzation is givea to 

ciiarge tiie appropriate fees to Beposit Account No. 50-0951. 

At the time of the Office Action, claims 1-5 were pending in the application. Claims 1-5 
were rejected undei 35 U.S.C, §1 Q2(b), The objections and rejections are discussed in inore detail 
below. 

I. Rele^jions based Mpoii Art 

CIain?s 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. |102(b) as being anticipated by U.S, Patent No. 
4,219,589 to Hiks et ai> (Isereafier "Niks"), Ap|)lic^l respectMly requests reconsideration of this 
rejection. 

Both the fluid bed gfanwlation process of present claim 1 and the process of Mfe comprise 
the steps of forming a granule fluid bed tJirough a floxv of fliiidization sir, and feeding such a fluid 
bed with seeds of the substance to be granulated and with a continuous flow of gro wtli substance, 
I ioisv'ever, when the process of Niks is in operation (i.e. imder steady state process conditions), a 
stsbstaiitiMly identical, hdmogeiieotis flow rate of the fluidization air is fed 16 ^e entire fluid bed 
tlirough a grid 7. There is no single word or eiement in .^7ib that could have directed the skilled 
person to think ^ to imagine that the flow rate of the fluidization air led to iheiliiid bed can var>' 
from zone to zone of the fluid bed. This does not happen even in the starting phase of the process. 
Even if the grid 7 physically divides the flow of iluidization air in a plurality of fractions when it is 
fed into the fluid bed, Niks is totally silent about the eiaime:d feature of dividing the flow of 
lloidizing air into fractions haying differmt flow rates fed at cprrespotiding diiTerenf zones of the 
fluid bed. 

hi this respect the Examiner's asseFtion that since the air flow in Niks is fed through duct 8 

into one side only of the granulator 1 then at least for some period of lime ia the operation of the 
process (i.e. before the process reaches the steady state) tiie tlow rate of the ilmdization air fed into 
tlie fluid bed throisgh the grid 7 is not homogeneons, is tnlly traversed. First of all, it is noted tliat in 
Niks, the time re^uii:ed by tlie flow of fluidization air to invest the whole grid 7 in order to ibrm tiie 
fluid bed is extfemely short> For instance, if example 2 of Mte is considered, it is immediately 
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apparent that a considerable amount of iluidi2;atioB air is used for a relatively small amount of 
iseeds (700 air per foqur for 30-35 kg urea seieds, colmiio 7, lines 6-9). TMs mssi^is that tiie fluid 
bed is formed ii^tmitaneously after the fliiidizaiion air enters tlie granulator 1 Irom duet 8, 
Secondly, it should be observed that when a process ciaiM is considered then it should be ahalj'^ed 
\#en the process is under operation (i.e. in its steady state) unless the claim specifically refers to 
the starting phase or the shut down phase. For this latter reason, the comparison made by the 
Exaininer between the process of Niks m its starting (unsteady) phase and the prcjcess of claim 1 is 
improper, 

Eveii though Applicant disagrees with the rejection over .¥/fe, cMm 1 is araended herein 
purely ih thfe interests of expeditious prosecution by inserting the tenn "continuously'- before 
"divided" in the last wherein clatae to clearly indicate Ujatthe feature of dividing ^e tluidizing air 
into different flow rates is pardcuiariy present when during the steady state of the process (see for 
instance paragraphs [0042] to [0044] for proper support). This further differentiates the claimed 
process iironi that ofMks: 

Moreover, jYife also fails tp disclose the feature of feeding iractions of the iluidizihg air 
v^ith ■values of the flow rate xvhicb are higher than the value of fee flow rate suiScient for forrning 
and supporting the fluid bed. Indeed m Mki it is only mentioned that the fluidizihg air is for 
fiUidizing the granules contained m the tluid'bed, sNo mention at all is made in iV/fe aboist feeding 
fractions of the fluidiziiig air with a flow rate haying higher values capable of inducing and 
maintaining a vortex^shaped moveiheftt df the graiiules within the fluid bed. In this respect, no 
confusion should be made between the homogeneous flow rate of the iiuididHg air in Niks and the 
much higher velocity of the spraying air suppHsid through eoiiduit 14 via spray ers 9-12. In other 
words, A?lfe only discloses and teaches to use a single, homogeneous flow rate value for all tk& 
iluidixiag air fed to the fluid bed, which is merely sufficient to fluidize such bed and no more. 

Furthermore, the features of claim 1 related to the formation and maintenance within the 
fluid bed of a voitex-shaped eircuiatory movement of the grasiules by means of at least a portion of 
the flmdization airj wherein the circulatory movement has a substantialiy horizontal axis, are also 
totally missing frotn A''/fe. To assert the coatrary is the result of an ihadiBissible hindsight analysis 
of the present claims attd thus is traversed. Actually, Niks^ apait from being totally silent 
concemhig these features, provides for air sprayers 9~I2 wMch inject air in the iuid bed at high 

{WP72S552-1} 5 



U,S. Patent Appin, No. 10/599,751 



Docket Nq. 9526-9S (19501 7) 



Amendmmt 

Reply to OMce Actios dated June 21, 2010 

speed and pressure (see for mstaace exaniple 1, column 6, lines 43-44 or example 2, column 7, 
lines 13-14) thus rendering te^teitdiy Mpos^^^ fer the llmdizing air tof induce aod maintam the 
claimed movement of fee gfaMuies. 

It fellows tKatdjesubject-Matter of claim 1 differs from the prpcess ofiVife atiea^t by all 
tbe- steps recited aftertfce feeding step of the growth substance. 

For the foregoing reasons, claim 1. is believed to relate to patentable subject matter, and to 
be in conditioit for aliowanee. The dependent claims are belisived ailovvable becayse of thdr 
depndenee upoB an allo wable base claim, and because of the lurther iealijres reei^^^^ 

AppHcani hiis made every effort to present claims wlsich distiagiiish over the prior M, aiid 
it Is tbas believed that all claims are in collection for allowance, Nevertbeiess, Applicant irivites 
the Examiner to eall the undemgned if it is believed d^ a telephonic iritert'iew woidd exped^^^ 
prosecution of the application to an. allolwaraje. in view of the foregoing remai-ks, Applicmt 
respsctftiiiy requests reconsideration aiid prompt aiiowance of tlie pending claims. 



RsspectitiUy submittedj 
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